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Response to Comment C35-75
The paragraph referred to by the commenter is an accurate depiction of
the impacts and the potential effects of the HCP. The impacts resulting
from changes in salinity, elevation, and surface area of the Salton Sea
are indeed "potentially significant" because the implementation of HCP
Approach 2 (now referred to as Salton Sea Habitat Conservation
Strategy) would avoid those impacts and assure that flows to the
Salton Sea are kept at levels consistent with those anticipated under
the predicted Baseline condition. The paragraph does not state that
HCP Approach 2 (now referred to as Salton Sea Habitat Conservation
Strategy) would avoid all impacts of the Proposed Project, only those
associated with changes in salinity, elevation, and surface area of the
Salton Sea.

Response to Comment C35-76
The water transfers would indeed cause a reduction in normal flows
between Parker and Imperial Dams. The reduction in flow is driven by
reductions in water deliveries to IID, as a result of water conservation
actions within the IID water service area. Because less water would be
delivered to IID at Imperial Dam, less water would be released from
Parker Dam.

Response to Comment C35-77
Within the context of the Project objectives for both IID and SDCWA,
10 years is an appropriate time frame within which it should be possible
to implement a project. In fact, to meet the terms of the QSA and keep
the Interim Surplus Guidelines from being suspended, a project would
need to be implemented by the end of 2002. For projects that require a
longer time frame to develop, there are no assurances in earlier years
that they can be implemented; thus, they could not be relied upon to
meet the terms of the QSA.

Response to Comment C35-78
The reference to any alternative being "cost-effective" will be removed
from the Alternatives Analysis in Appendix D (refer to the Appendix D,
FEIR subsection in Section 4.2, Text Revisions of this Final EIR/EIS).
Cost was not a criterion in the evaluation of alternatives.
Additionally, criterion C5 for the Proposed Project will be modified to
Unknown.
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Response to Comment C35-79
Please refer to the response given for Comment C35-78.

Response to Comment C35-80
Please refer to the responses given for Comments C35-77 and C35-78.
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Response to Comment C35-81
Please refer to responses given for Comments C35-77 and C35-78.
The potential for Alternative 3 to reduce impacts is not insignificant.
The goal of all project alternatives is to reduce impacts compared to the
Proposed Project. Alternative 3 would result in either fewer acres
fallowed, if fallowing were implemented or lesser impacts to the Salton
Sea in terms of elevation and surface area and salinity. Alternative 3
would result in a surface elevation of -247 compared to -250 for the
Proposed Project;  and a surface area of 178,000 compared to
167,000 acres for the Proposed Project. While these differences may
not be considered substantial or significant by the commenter, they do
represent a reduction in impact compared to the Proposed Project.
Nonetheless, Appendix D in the Draft EIR/EIS will be revised to omit
the word "significantly" in reference to the reduction in drainage to the
Salton Sea. Changes are indicated in subsection Appendix D under
Section 4.2, Text Revisions, of this Final EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C35-82
Appropriate dust and erosion control measures for fallowed lands are
described in the Master Response on Air Quality Salton Sea Air
Quality Monitoring and Mitigation Plan in Section 3 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

The acres of land required to conserve water for transfer would be in
addition to the average 20,000 acres of land currently fallowed on a
rotational basis annually.

Response to Comment C35-83
Alternative 5, Treatment and Reuse, would not reduce environmental
impacts when compared to the Proposed Project as suggested by the
commenter. As described in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS, it cannot
be assumed that treatment byproducts can be easily disposed of.
Disposal of brine on the shores of the Salton Sea as suggested by the
commenter could have significant health effects depending on the
concentration of potential pollutants in the brine. Additionally, the
inherent difficulty with the Treatment and Reuse Alternative is that the
technology is unproven at the scale that would be required to generate
the amount of water required for transfer.
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Response to CommentC35-83 (continued)
The feasibility of the US controlling salinity at the Mexican border and IID controlling salinity within the District are two completely different challenges. The US obligation relies on a
program of salinity control projects authorized by Congress, which can be carried out throughout the basin (although salinity below Imperial Dam is a federal issue). For IID to control
salinity is technically a different challenge. IID does not have the opportunity, for example, to eliminate highly saline sources of inflow to the CR.
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Response to Comment C35-84
This comment reflects a misunderstanding on the part of the
commenter regarding the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project will
result in a net reduction in flows between Parker and Imperial Dams.
Water transferred to SDCWA (and potentially MWD) would be diverted
at Parker Dam rather than at Imperial Dam resulting in a reduction of
flows in the reach of the LCR between those two diversion points.
This alternative would not result in an increase in that reach (as
suggested by the commenter) because the water that would be
transferred is currently being diverted at Imperial Dam for use in the IID
water service area. It would preserve existing flows but would not
increase them.

As described in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS, impacts because of
the reduction in flow are considered to be fully mitigated with
implementation of biological conservation measures described in
Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The construction corridor required for
this alternative would be 150 to 200 feet wide and 7 to 10 miles wide
and could result in a number of substantial and possibly unavoidable
significant impacts to water resources, biological resources, geology,
soils and mineral, agricultural resources, air quality, cultural resources,
noise, aesthetics, and hazards and hazardous materials. Therefore,
this alternative does not potentially reduce impacts compared to the
Proposed Project and does not warrant full evaluation in the EIR/EIS.

Response to Comment C35-85
The rationale for excluding Alternative 6b, Extend the AAC to SDCWA
System, from further analysis is consistent with that described above
for Alternative 6a, Connect the Coachella Canal to the CRA.
While it is true that presently LCR water quality would be improved by
taking the diversion at Imperial Dam rather than Parker Dam, this
Alternative would not improve water quality at the Salton Sea. As part
of the Salinity Control Program, each of the seven Basin States
adopted a salinity numeric criteria of 879 mg/L at Imperial Dam. As the
Basin States use additional LCR water, salinity in the LCR is predicted
to increase; however, this criteria will result in the implementation of
various salinity control measures to assure the salinity levels will
remain at or below 879 mg/L. The criteria was also approved by EPA.
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Response to Comment C35-85(continued)
As described in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS, impacts because of the reduction in flow are considered to be fully mitigated with implementation of biological conservation measures
described in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. SDCWA has evaluated several optional alignments to connect the All American Canal facilities within the IID water service area and the
SDCWA system at San Vincente Reservoir. The routes generally follow existing roadways and powerline rights-of-way and easements between these two points, primarily Interstate 8.
It is anticipated that operation of the new pipeline would have a minimal effect on the diversion and desilting capacity at Imperial Dam. However, the All American Canal capacity below
Drop 3 may have to be increased to accommodate year-round transportation of water. Additional storage reservoirs for daily operations may be required in the IID water service area.
Storage may also be required at San Vincente Reservoir. The new pipeline would consist of two to three parallel, 5- to 6-foot diameter pipes, mostly above ground because of seismic
and soils conditions. The construction corridor would be approximately 150 to 200 feet wide and would range in length from 90 to 150 miles (depending on the alignment selected). Total
pumping requirements would be approximately 0.2 to 0.3 million horsepower.

Implementation of this alternative could result in a number of substantial and possibly unavoidable significant impacts to water resources, biological resources, geology, soils and
mineral, agricultural resources, air quality, cultural resources, noise, aesthetics, and hazards and hazardous materials. (These impacts are described in greater detail in the
Implementation of the Draft Colorado River Quantification Settlement Agreement Program EIR, January 2002, Chapter 5.) Therefore, this alternative does not potentially reduce impacts
compared to the Proposed Project and does not warrant full evaluation in the EIR/EIS. Additionally, because this alternative would not reduce the requirements for mitigation at the
Salton Sea and would involve extensive additional construction, it would be significantly more expensive than the Proposed Project.
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